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The Catastrophic Trend 


A New War Administration? 


| am neither a prophet nor a holder of state secrets. Nor do |, like some political writers, indulge in “brave” 


| predictions that will have long been forgotten, if they do not come true—but if they do, | can celebrate my genius for 


political clairvoyance. Yet, at the risk of sounding like the proverbial “prophet of doom”’, | venture to predict that the 
Administration the American people elect this November will become a war Administration. 

| base this sad prediction on two things: the short-range, immediate and predominant interests and mentality of 
those whose power suffices to wage war, and the consistent historical trend in international relations that started with 


‘} the end of World War Il and is rapidly approaching a catastrophic climax. 


The shock absorbers inserted into the 
American economy by the New Deal have 
in the long run proved only partially ef- 
fective. Social legislation has assured 
the circulation of some money and goods 
even during economic slowdowns. Even 
the victims of recession and unemploy- 
ment remain to a degree consumers, not 
totally deprived of purchase power. Yet, 
so insufficient have these measures been 
that our economy continues to be an 
economy of cataclysms. Recessions are 
sill unavoidable and occur with periodic 
regularity while extreme economic depres- 
sions a la 1929 have been averted by 


nothing but war and/or the war industry. a 
The war in Korea, for instance, warrants 
as much emphasis in a study of internal 


economic constellations in America as it ° i ‘ 
Seakaseuee Learning from, the, Powers Trial 


There is one tragic difference between 
the overproduction of food stuffs and of 
war paraphernalia. The former is usually 
dumped into the sea or stored until it rots 
away, while the latter is consumed in 
oceans of human blood. 

While military spending indirectly boosts 
the entire: national economy, the different 
branches of the economy are not its equal 
beneficiaries. Weapon manufacturers 
have a direct and disproportionately 
greater share in the military budget than 
do industries that depend on consumer 
purchase power. Between the two groups 
of manufacturers there is an unavoidable 
jealousy and competition in petitioning for 
national policies that favor their antitheti- 
cal economic interests. Although the po- 
litical influence of the war industry suf- 
fices to determine national policies, a pro- 
longed transfer of money from the na- 
tional treasury to the weapon makers gives 
the latter’s competitors irresistible argu- 
ments to stop the trend. After astronomic 
amounts have been spent year after year ‘ 
on armaments without actual war erupt- articles and features 
ing, those interested in de-emphasizing 

(Continued on Page 6) 














Exercising Citizenship 





Why Abstain from Voting? 


The most essential political prerogative of the individual 
in a truly democratic society is exercised in the voting booth. 
The public is reminded of this truism before each election of 
its legislators and executives. By the act of voting the citizen 
is supposed to decide the most important issues affecting him 
as an individual and as a member of society. In the balance 
hang his and his fellow-man’s welfare, and at times even their 


lives. 


While normally all this argues for the citizen's participa- 


tion in elections, at times these 
same arguments must be evoked 
against his casting his vote. When 
the truly important public issues 
are withheld from the ballot, an 
election becomes no more than 
a pretense of democracy, a mis- 
leading and misrepresenting pro- 
cedure, an invisible chain around 
the citizen’s wrist and mind. It 
becomes a diversionist maneuver 
on the part of the oligarchy which, 
in letting the electorate choose be- 
tween alternatives on relatively 
minor, inconsequential matters, 
reserves for itself the effective 
power of deciding the truly per- 
tinent and important issues. A 
fraud is committed on the public, 
rendering it insensitive to its lack 
of political influence. The act of 
voting becomes an empty ritual. 

The American public will take 
part in this kind of election in 
November. None of the truly 
important domestic and foreign 
issues will be decided on that 
occasion. None of the truly fate- 
ful alternatives will be presented 
to the public through the choice 
of candidates. One would have 
to employ a hair-splitting sensitiv- 
ity to nuances to detect any dif- 
ferences in the social programs of 
the two presidenital candidate- 
teams. Neither the basic issue 
of the government's social and ec- 
onomic responsibility nor that of 
promoting peaceful international 
relations are in dispute between 
them. 

The elections will, therefore, de- 
cide about nothing more than the 
political future of several unre- 
mitting status seekers, whose per- 
sonal distinction and ethics are 
more the image-creating work of 
public relations men than the re- 
flection of their actual lives and 
mentalities. 

Under these circumstances the 
individual citizen has no way of 
making the elections meaningful 
to himself or to society. Yet, there 
is one way he can still make his 
voice count to a degree—which is 
better than no degree at all. He 
can abstain from voting and 
thereby demonstrate that he was 





not duped by the misrepresenting 
oligarchy, that they did not suc- 
ceed in making him believe in his 
political efficacy. 

Such a protest is the more ex- 
pressive because the percentage 
of eligible Americans participat- 
ing in national elections has al- 
ways been relatively small. In 
1948 only 51.5% participated, in 
1956 only 60.4%. 

Evidently, neither the Demo- 
crats nor the Republicans consti- 
tute the largest party; 40-50% of 
the American electorate are the 
silenced, boycotted by the com- 
munication media dissenters, op- 
positionists and abstainers. 

The smaller the number of 
actual voters, the more the en- 
tire fraudulent system is exposed 
for what it truly is. 

In the presidential elections of 
1960 the only meaningful gesture 
the eligible voter can make is to 
abstain from casting his vote. 
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Rocks Defend Polaris | 


By Jeanne S. Bagby 
In July, the Polaris submarine missile was successfully fired 


and got a great fanfare from the press, including the usual } 


intimate, behind-the-scene reports on the men involved. No. 
body mentioned the other side of the picture, the small group 
of dedicated pacifists who have been demonstrating since June 


10, beginning with a walk from New York to New London, |” 


Conn., where both the building yards and the submarine base 


are located. Their activities have remained localized, so that | 


only the press in that area has seen fit to report on them; but : 


there has been plenty going on at Polaris Action, as the sum. 
mer-long project is called. 


During the very first large demonstration on June 18th, in | 


which about 25 pickets with signs protesting U.S. military 
policy marched before the Electric Boat Company’s gates, 
there was both violent reaction and favorable response. While 
many of the signs were torn up, as soon as the workmen un- 
derstood the non-violent nature of the participants, hundreds 
of leaflets were distributed by a staunch group including 
mothers and children as well as veteran pacifists like Jim 
Peck and Ammon Hennacy. 


This was also the weekend of the Yale-Harvard boat 
race and the area was crowded with merry-makers, Two 
members sailed a sloop (called Satyagraha in honor of 
Gandhi’s wonder-working principle of passive resistance) with 
END ARMS RACE lettered on its sail between the rows of 
yachts anchored to view the race. Also, a dory called the 
World Citizen, which had been rowed all the way from New 
York during 8 hectic days by three other pacifists, raised a 
large helium balloon painted with END THE MISSILE RACE 
—LET MANKIND LIVE. This was later shot down by 
someone on a yacht. Other participants in a canoe distributed 
leaflets to the aquatic crowd. That evening, several towns- 
people attended a public meeting at which Dave Dellinger, 
editor of LIBERATION, explained the reasons for the dem- 
onstrations and called on members for reports. While there 
was a good deal of arguing, as well as an interruption by an 
inebriated lady violently supporting Sen. Kennedy, it was not 
until a few days later that the violence really began to erupt. 

On the 21st, three local hoodlums came into Polaris Action 
Headquarters, a tiny store in New London, and after much 
discussion (during which they boasted of their local under- 
world activities), they began a barrage of firecrackers, eggs, 
pies and other small missiles, none of which caused much 
harm. Later, however, the plate glass windows were broken 
by rocks. The next evening brought another barrage, but de- 
spite the damage and consternation, the pacifists stuck to their 
decision not to invoke police aid. This paid off later by helping 
enlist the sympathies of many townspeople who realized the 
sincerity of the demonstrators. 

Meanwhile, the pacifists continued to leafiet periodically at 
the Boat Yard and were also holding a vigil outside the Sub- 
marine Base. In addition, they were making house-to-house 
calls, showing movies and talking to many visitors at Head- 
quarters. On the weekend of July 23rd and the following 
Monday, when President Eisenhower was inspecting the missile 
sub Patrick Henry in Newport Harbor, several Polaris Action 





members manned a small skiff with two signs and motored — 


as close around the sub as they were permitted by the Coast 
Guard. Another team consisted of the sloop Satyagraha and 
an automobile team, “armed” with leaflets, covered most of 
Cape Cod during July, including the naval base at Portsmouth. 


A fair amount of local publicity in newspapers, radio and TV | 
was generated. And while one member sustained injuries 


from a beating by a young man who came to Headquarters 
to see if anyone would hit back, the program continued 
throughout August, ending in a 16-day training program in 
the techniques and philosophy of non-violence, conducted by 
The Peacemakers organization. 

Brad Lyttle, Coordinator of Polaris Action, which is spon- 
sored by the Committee for Non-Violent Action, expressed 
enthusiasm for the results achieved, despite the destruction of 





spon- 
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U-2 MINIATURE 


Prior to and since the U-2 embarrass- 
ment, all Soviet complaints about the 
intrusions of their airspace by American 
military aircraft were dismissed as ma- 
licious lies and figments of Soviet imagi- 
nation. Similarly, the ousting of a num- 
ber of American tourists and exchange 
students, accused of spying, has been 
depicted by our official spokesmen and 
the compliant press as totally unwarranted 
acts of sheer hostility. 

The other day, however, an American 
businessman, Robert Berlin of Chicago, 
obviously “brainwashed” by “Commu- 
nist propaganda” into failing to appre- 
ciate the part lying ‘“‘must’’ play in one’s 
“patriotism,” publicly disclosed that in 
1958, the Central Intelligence Agency of- 
fered him a spying assignment during his 
forthcoming visit to the Soviet Union. 
Mr. Berlin’s “unpatriotic” disclosure may 
well invite the ire of such vigilante insti- 
tions as the House Un-American Commit- 
tee. Or, he may suddenly be charged with 
income tax evasion, or the commission of 
some other crime... 

Living in a “patriotic” society, we can 
be sure that, as against one “treacherous” 
confessor like Mr. Berlin, there must be 
quite a number of “loyal” Americans who 
were similarly approached by the C.I.A. 
but would never engage in the “subver- 
sion” of confiding the truth to the Amer- 
ican public. Some of them, undoubtedly, 
responded to the proposition with eager 
“patriotic” zeal (especially if the “hon- 
orarium” involved could enhance their 
European trip); others might have chick- 
ened out. 

A C.I.A. spokesman responded to Mr. 
Berlin’s disclosure with “it’s our busi- 
ness to seek information wherever we 
can get it.” 


Of course, only a “subversive” mind 
would relate this incident to Soviet claims 
that they have caught another spy among 
our tourists and students. The “patriot” 
will know better: he will ridicule any 
“subversive” truth whenever he is told 
to display his ability to ridicule. . . 

















“Damn kid asking, ‘but mumzie, why are 
we better than everybody else?’ ” 


THE BRIBE WAS NO BRIBE AND 
IT DIDN’T BRIBE 


The bad check for $500,000 that Secre- 
tary of State Christian A. Herter kept 
waving in front of the Organization of 
American States has failed to move that 
forum to compliance with the U. S. anti- 


THE WAY WE SEE IT 


Cuban intrigues. This refusal to cooper- 
ate undoubtedly resulted from a mixture 
of suspicions as to the check’s worth and 
the principled determination of some Latin 
American governments not to accept 
bribes. 


Of course, it would be over-optimistic 
and naive to suppose that the State De- 
partment has learned the lesson it needs 
to have learned from this failure. In the 
months ahead we are in for ever greater ~ 


emphasis upon ‘the ghostly’ “Marshall ~ ~ 


Plan” for Latin America; the Administra- 
tion will keep pointing at its new version 
of Potemkin villages. Simultaneously, 
the Castro regime will find itself under 
an ever greater propaganda barrage, with 
the American press supplying all the dis- 
tortions and falsehoods needed to “jus- 
tify” the Administration’s pressure. There 
can also be no doubt that Latin American 
countries will be subjected to ever grow- 
ing coercive attempts at lining them up 
against the Cuban patriots. 


The consequences of this policy are 
quite unpredictable. The possibility of 
a boomerang reaction is quite real. 
The Mr. Tiptons of our State Department 
may well succeed in persuading (or brib- 
ing) one Latin American government or 
another. Castro’s revolution, however, 
has met with such a genuine response 
throughout the South American continent, 
that such subversions could well be fol- 
lowed up by popular reactions that would 
oust the corrupt collaborators of the 
anti-Cuban lobby. If this should come 
about, our State Department would truly 
deserve a medal for winning battles but 
losing wars. In its eager defense of the 
unscrupulous interests of some American 
investors, it might even bury whatever 
remnants of good will for the U.S.A. still 
linger south of its borders. 





much office and personal equipment. 


He reported: 


“Not only 


have the violent attacks stimulated responsible townspeople to 
stand up for our right to say what we believe, they also have 
increased our financial support and the number of participants 
. .. Violence, whether inflicted by the most primitive missiles of 
all—_rocks—or threatened by the most sophisticated—Polaris 
missiles—always tends to discredit those who resort to it and to 
increase sympathy for those who suffer it.” 

Polaris action anticipates little if any direct response to the 
project; that is, nobody expects workers, scientists or sailors on 
the subs to suddenly quit because of a few pacifists. (However, 
the Committee is set up to help anyone who might consider this 
extremity.) But the major concern is an attempt to communicate 
with citizens and help them to realize the true consequences of 
missile subs and the arms race in general. While violence was to 
be expected, its virulence testifies to an intense feeling of guilt 
on the part of those who cannot face the picture of mass human 
carnage that upholds our present policy of bellicose military pre- 
paredness. 

There are indications, however, that the Government has de- 
cided upon a new policy towards the pacifist demonstrators, a 
Policy of quiet suppression without the compromising publicity 
afforded by actual arrests, trials and convictions. On Thursday, 
August 25th and Monday, August 29th, carefully planned civil 
disobedience demonstrations were carried out. The participants 


landed at a wharf at the Electric Boat shipyards in order to ad- 
dress the workers and to demonstrate their contempt for possible 
reprisals. They were promptly and quietly removed by the guards 
without undue violence or subsequent arrests. Such demonstra- 
tions will continue, and attempts will be made to establish a 
vigil on the deck of the missile submarine George Washington 
upon its return to the base at New London. 


The .individuals who participate in such demonsirations are not 
utopian dreamers. On the contrary, they may well be the only 
citizens who display a realistic and healthy sense of proportion 
and relevance in their perception of public affairs. They are 
not bribed into compliance with the irresponsible policies of our 
Government by the immediate benefits of political conformity. 
They know that saving their and other people’s lives through pre- 
venting war is, even selfishly speaking, a more important task 
than seeking favor in the eyes of our economic and political 
rulers. That they constitute a small minority of the people does 
them only credit. Undoubtedly, there are many who share the 
sentiments of the courageous pacifists but do not dare to join 
them in action. 


As long as such activities continue there is hope that some day, 
and under the impact of some unpredictable events, the major- 
ity of the American people will wake up to see through the self- 
righteous war preparations on the part of our national leaders. 
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/ 


The Fear of Being 


/ 


Wrong 


The True 


Even among best intentioned people the 
question of right and wrong poses insoluble 
problems. Standards of moral classifica- 
tion are relative. Most evil, however, does 
not originate in intentions. The worst 
crimes in history were not necessarily 
committed by people who knew their deeds 
were crimes but entertained no qualms. 


The most righteous person and the great- 
est villain may not only invoke quite simi- 
lar moral generalities, but even believe 
in them with equal fervor and dedication. 
Albert Schweitzer’s heart and mind are 
not totally different from the hearts and 
minds of people who killed, persecuted and 
committed atrocities, The most fanatic 
crusader of the Middle Ages was a man 
as devoutly inspired as the greatest hu- 
manist; his acts of killing were often com- 
mitted with the same sanctimony with 
which the Prophets of old preached justice 


and brotherhood. Man’s art of co-living. 


would by no means be perfected were all 
men well intentioned. Human deeds can 
be classified as black or white, but not 
many human intentions. Intellectual 
error is responsible for incomparably more 
harm and suffering than is outright ill will. 


Yet, it would be mistaken to conceive 
of this generalization as totally applicable. 
Not all harm, suffering and injustice are 
caused by man’s failure to understand 
what harm, suffering and injustice are. 
The man who wishes to be good is not 
necessarily good; he may be mistaken 
about what being good amounts to and im- 
poses upon him. But the man who wishes 
to be bad cannot possibly achieve equally 
unpredictable results: he is bound to be 
bad indeed. 


It was rather late in my adult life when 
I first discovered that some people are 
not afraid to be wrong, injurious and bad; 
they may even resolutely wish to be so. 
The revealing experience was the more 
painful because it involved an eleven year 
old youngster. in his room I noticed a 
slogan painted on a wall: ‘Do unto others 
as they would do unto you, but do it first!’’ 
Fearing the worst, I asked him what the 
slogan meant to him. Unfortunately, he 
left no doubt in my mind. His interpreta- 
tion of the slogan revealed the most mor- 
bid, cynical and brutal of attitudes. Of 
course, he expounded, others wanted noth- 
ing from you except to turn you into their 
“suckers’’, and in order not to become 
their suckers you had to outflank and out- 





MOTT dehy c- 





speed them in making them your “‘suck- 
ers”. For the first time, I was confronted 
with a human being who, at the tender 
age of eleven, knowingly embraced evil. 
Could it be, I asked myself, that this little 
fellow here, standing before me and dis- 
serting with so much juvenile conviction, 
is in a sense worse than all the bad people 
I have ever met? Worse than those I 
have met under the most trying circum- 
stances of war and concentration camps? 
Could it be, also, that I have known peo- 
ple like him without ever realizing it? 


Yet, that was the tragic truth. I knew 
not to dismiss the incident lightly. I 
could not excuse the child on account of 
his age and lack of appreciation of the 
consequences of what he was saying be- 
cause I knew that these evil principles 
were not his own; they must have been in- 
herited from a sophisticated adult environ- 
ment. From the mouth of a child I was 
listening to an actual life philosophy that 
had to be taken quite seriously, 


On subsequent visits to this youngster’s 
home bills started disappearing from my 
pockets with infallible regularity. Then 
I knew the child’s slogan was not only 
painted on the wall of his room but deeply 
engraved in his mind. Yet, in my inno- 
cence, I believed it only correct to bring 


~ these repeated burglaries of 5 and 10 dol. 
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lar bills to the attention of the child’s 
mother. At least she should know about 
them, so as to cope with her delinquent 
son. 

Her reaction was another “first” in my 
life. Oh no, she saw no reason for con- 
cern. Corrective measures? Why, what 
for? On the contrary, she was quite 
pleased with the child’s ‘maturity’. At 
least, she reasoned, he will grow up and 
know how to go through life. He will 
know how to “take care of himself.”— 
Take care of himself? A mother wishing 
her child to destroy all decency within 
himself—and that’s what she calls “tak. 
ing care’ of him? Yet, that was the 
truth, the bitter, inconceivable yet actual 
truth, 

If you have never had a similar experi- 
ence with a child or his mother, certainly 
the one that follows will be more familiar 
to you. There I was driving my car around 
the block looking for a place to park. Circl- 
ing the block several times, I finally 
spotted a parking space. Moving up 
parallel to the car ahead, I put the gear 
in reverse, happy that my hour’s ordeal 
was finally ending. Or was it? From be- 
hind me, as I was slowly maneuvering my 
car into the parking space, a car emerged 
blocking my way. What a fool, I thought, 
didn’t he realize I was parking in that 
space? I waited a moment, certain that 
the intruding driver would pull out. The 
fellow, however, seemd to have no inten- 
tion of giving way. What can you do with 
a fool? I got out of my car, walked over 
to the other driver, and simply told him 
I was about to park there. Now, I thought, 
he will understand and go his way, But 
not in the least: instead, the well dressed, 
respectable looking man showered me 
with the most abusive language. What 
did he want from me? What had I done 
to him? Why was he berating me and 
why did he insist on taking my parking 
space? To my amazement, he made no 
attempt to justify his attitude. He con- 
ceded I was there first but insisted he 
would park there anyway. And park there 
he did. In my mind, however, he parked 
right next to the eleven year old boy and 
his mother, joining the club of people who 
are not afraid to be wrong. 

These experiences occurred several 
years ago. Since then I have, unfortunate- 
ly, met many people on every social level 
who are not afraid to be wrong: a car 
serviceman who “hooks” you for as much 
as the traffic will bear, unmotivated by 
any desire to earn his pay; a businessman 
who lies, not out of any misunderstanding, 
but with a full appreciation that his lie 
puts you on the defensive; an insurance 
company that refuses to pay damages 
morally due you because of a legal tech- 
nicality but pays damages morally not 
due you because of a reverse legal tech- 
nicality; a store that sells you merchan- 
dise, then confronts you with a higher bill 
than you contracted for; a physician who 
wants to “‘see you again in a week’s time” 
for no other reason than to put another $5 
fee on your bill; a salesman who sells you 
a non-existent bill of goods; a politician 
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whose “‘convictions’’ are drawn up by pub- 
lic poll takers. 

What all these people share is their de- 
termination to win. They must win in 
each and every situation. Nothing else 
motivates them in their relations with 
others. They must win, outsmart, turn 
others into their ‘‘suckers’’. 

And, being a “sucker” is so shameful 
that no rules protect him. ‘A sucker de- 
serves what he gets, so take him for his 
life!” 

My original feelings about the impor- 
tance of my experience with the eleven 
year old boy who was determined to be 
bad were reinforced by my realization 
that even, and especially, on the level of 
national leadership some wrongs are due 
to intention rather than error. Between 
the U-2 affair and a boy’s slogan there is 
a remote but consistent relationship. The 
foreign policy of a nation is a true camera 
obscura into that nation’s culture, men- 
tality and sense of values. 

No matter how corrupt the unintentional 
evildoer is, he is subject to conversion. 
As long as he wishes to be good, there is 
a chance that he might realize that his 
ways do not serve his intentions, that to 
serve them, he must change his course. 
But how can a person be reformed who 
does not wish to be good? At best you 
can tame him, force him not to execute 
his intentions, never sure of what he might 
do the minute coercive controls are re- 
moved. One who gets lost in the thickest 
woods is bound to reach civilization if only 
he keeps going, But how can one who has 
gone beyond the earth’s gravitational pull 
be drawn back to the world of men? As 
long as we stay human, even if only 
through pondering about what being hu- 
man means, we can communicate and 
need never give up the hope of understand- 
ing each other. But one who leaves hu- 
manity by turning his back on his poten- 
tial of being good has burned all his 
bridges behind him. Physically he still 
resembles us: he has eyes, ears and hands, 
he walks upright. Perhaps he even 
brushes his teeth. But spiritually he is 
no longer with us and won’t ever be. He 
has traded his birthright for a new mem- 
bership in the club of true, irrevocable 
outcasts. 

The irrevocability of such dehumaniza- 
tion imposes a fateful responsibility on our 
teachers and parents. Although it is not 
the task of a public school system to pro- 
vide specific moral indoctrination of a 
child, anyone who teaches must at the 
very least strive to imbue the student 
with a desire to pursue good and seek 
justice. Not expounding meanings but pro- 
moting values is the proper business of 
our educational institutions. 

Our teachers, who often complain that 
their own status is compromised because 
of a distorted sense of values in our so- 
ciety, do not always seize the opportunity 
to correct that sense of values. They must 
be the pioneers who will provide an anti- 
dote to the poison of materialistic exclu- 
siveness that our young are learning from 
our adults. They must inspire our young 
with the fear of being wrong. 





THE BRIGHTER SIDE 


Three Cheers 


B® FOR THE U. S. SUPREME COURT for 
upholding the immediate desegregation 
plans of schools in New Orleans, La., 
Houston, Texas, and Wilmington, Del. 


B® FOR LINUS C. PAULING, the Nobel 
Prize-winning physicist, for his continued 
defiance of and legal battle against the 
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee 
in refusing to give it the names of fel- 
low scientists who circulated petitions 
against nuclear weapon tests. 


> FOR THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES and 
THE ASSEMBLY OF THE AMERICAN BAR 
ASSOCIATION for urging the repeal of 
the Connally Amendment, which limits 
American acceptance of the jurisdiction 
of the World Court. 


B® FOR THE NATIONAL NEWMAN CLUB 
FEDERATION, THE NATIONAL STUDENT 
ASSOCIATION and THE NATIONAL 
CATHOLIC CONFERENCE FOR INTER- 
RACIAL JUSTICE for supporting the 
peaceful Negro sit-in movement. 


Bm FOR FEDERAL JUDGES WRIGHT, 
HERBERT CHRISTENBERRY and RICHARD 
T. RIVES in New Orleans, La. for declar- 
ing seven Louisiana laws, enacted to 
prevent compliance with desegregation 
court orders, unconstitutional and en- 
joining Governor Jimmie Davis from in- 
terfering with integration. 


B® FOR THE NATIONAL LABOR RELA- 
TIONS BOARD for ordering the Kohler 
Company in Wisconsin to rehire 1,700 
strikers fired in 1954. 


B® FOR SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDU- 
CATION AND WELFARE, ARTHUR S. 
FLEMMING for opening an investigation 
of the program of the state of Louisiana 
to drop 23,000 “‘illegitimate” children 
from Federal-state relief rolls. 


Bb FOR SENATOR ESTES KEFAUVER for 
resuming the Senate Antitrust and Mon- 
opoly Subcommittee’s investigation of 
the drug industry. 


B® FOR THE AUTHORITIES IN ARLING- 
TON COUNTY, Va. for finally outlawing 
wiretapping within their jurisdiction. 


Bm FOR SENATOR ALBERT GORE for 
criticizing the manipulative influence of 
Dr. Gallup’s poll industry upon public 
opinion. 

Bm FOR DR. ALBERT B. SABIN of Cin- 
cinnati whose live-virus poliomyelitis vac- 
cine was finally endorsed by the U.S. 
Public Health Service thereby contribu- 
ting to that agency’s repudiation, in ef- 
fect if not formally, of the long com- 
promised Salk vaccine that proved ef- 
fective to no one but the drug profit- 
eers. (See “The Great Salk Vaccine 
Fiasco,"’ June issue of TMO.) 


How Rigged Are Presidential Press Conferences? 


Even without any behind-the-scenes in- 
formation to this effect, it is quite ob- 
vious that our presidential news con- 
ferences are rigged. Each and every 
transcript of such conferences contains 
clues that can hardly escape the intelli- 
gent reader. That President Eisenhower 
often displays familiarity with reporters’ 
names may well testify to the existence 
of prearrangements as to which report- 
ers shall be given the opportunity to in- 
terpellate the President rather than to his 
unusual memory. Such rigging can easily 
be accommodated since the choice of in- 
terpellators is left entirely to the Presi- 
dent himself. 

This capricious arrangement bears a 
built-in safeguard against embarrassing 
questions, and actually amounts to pre- 
ventive censorship. 

The rigged nature of the press con- 
ference is even more obvious in the 
adminision of leading questions. Such 
questions often establish questionable 
political assumptions, They reflect a 
compliance with the State Depart- 
ment’s and the President’s own think- 
ing and turn the news conference into a 


propagandistic sounding board rather than 
a bona fide inquiry. Typical was the in- 
troduction to a question recently posed 
by a N. Y. Times correspondent: “Mr. 
President, in view of the indictment of 
the Castro regime by the American re- 
publics’ foreign ministers ...” Since the 
word “indictment” appeared nowhere but 
in our State Department’s interpretive 
imagination, one must wonder what in- 
termediary part a Jim Hagerty is playing 
in averting ‘‘surprises’”’ during presidential 
press conferences. 

When, on August 18th, a correspondent 
seemed to the President not to have abided 
by the rule of compliant, cooperative ques- 
tioning and dared to query him whether 
recent reappointments in the State De- 
partment reflected a recognition of any 
mistakes in our policy towards Cuba, the 
President displayed his famous short 
temper and cut him off. 

The rule seems to be: “Thou shalt 
know what to ask and how to ask it, and 
thou shalt abstain from asking anything 
else!” Then, of course, thou shalt call 
this the epitome of freedom and free in- 
quiry... 
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War Administration? (Continued from Page 1) 


the defense outlays in order to claim a 
greater share of the national budget for 
themselves (for instance, agriculture), stand 
a reasonable chance of succeeding. In 
doing so, however, they challenge not only 
an economic adversary and competitor but 
also the main political center of power. 
In desperation, the war industry is 
“forced” to improvise a justification for 
continued military spendings. They can 
hardly suggest the wholesale dumping of 
existing arms in order to produce new 
ones. But they can “‘manufacture”’ a pre- 
text for not only using available arms but 
also for continued and even largely in- 
creased production: they can ‘‘manufac- 
ture’’ a war. 


As time passes there will be a growing 
appreciation of the part this process played 
in precipitating the Korean conflagration. 
Since the end of the Korean war, however, 
years have passed bringing with them a 
further investment of tens after tens of 
billions of dollars in weapons. While 
weapon manufacturers may be trying to 
walk a tight rope of consistency, arguing 
against “big government” spending except 
when such spending benefits them, there 
are powerful lobbies at work who enter- 
tain completely different ideas about gov- 
ernment allocations. Since the war indus- 
try has not succeeded in creating more 
tangible justifications for continued astro- 
nomic arms-spending than the “‘flimsy"’ im- 
provisations of international political ten- 
sions, the ‘competing lobbies are becoming 
ever more vocal and self-assertive. 
the agricultural lobby through the housing 
and construction lobby all the way to the 
services and industries that would profit 
even from social legislation, campaigns 
are being waged which in effect oppose 
the military over-emphasis in our national 
budget. Their near-rebellion often takes 
the form of opposing a big national 
budget and a determined demand for 
tax reductions that would increase con- 
sumer purchase power. 


It is truly amazing to watch the great 
forces and national personalities that have 
become the pawns in this competition be- 
tween the war and the consumer industries. 
The criticism of Eisenhower's defense budg- 
ets as inadequate by many of our military 
brass reflects much of the latter’s advanced 
indebtedness to the war industry that not 
only enhances their social prestige but also 
provides the most lucrative ‘‘old-age home” 
for our retiring generals and admirals. 

The question is how much longer can the 
American public, encouraged by lobbies 
that are not direct beneficiaries of mili- 
tary spending, be moved into spending 
over forty billion dollars annually on arms, 
without compelling reasons for it? Since 
there is in any case a limit to public toler- 
ance, we can “rely’’ on our war industry 
to provide “compelling reasons"’ before 
such a point is reached. To avert cuts 
in military spending they will “simply” 
involve us in some military conflagration. 

While consumer industries may be jeal- 
ous of the profits of arms manufacturers, 


From’ 


they cannot, in the present economic struc- 
ture of America, claim the latter's ability 
to stimulate the entire economy. For this 
reason, both President Truman and Presi- 
dent Eisenhower have used the war indus- 
try as a lever against economic collapse. 
Similarily, the future President will not be 
able to remain neutral in the conflict be- 
tween war and consumer industries. He 
will have to accommodate the interests of 
the war industry and keep providing the 
political background for its prosperity. 
International tensions will, therefore, be 
nourished and, since the population is 
getting so used to them as to treat them 
as ‘‘normal,”’ actual war may be provoked 
to justify continued war production. 


Whether such a war would be confined 
to a specific locality and political con- 
troversy or turn into an all out world con- 
flict, and whether or not nuclear weapons 
would be used, is impossible to predict. 
In any case, it would be of immensely 
greater proportions than the Korean War. 
Even if it were confined to a local con- 
flagration, or at least remained so in its 
beginning stages, it would be used as the 
testing and dumping grounds of weapons 
which, both qualitatively and quantitatively, 
were not employed in Korea. 


The American economy has for quite 
some time been living on the volcano 
of a catastrophic depression. Only the 
fantastic military spendings of the federal 
government have kept it from erupting. 
These astronomic military outlays cannot 
long continue without the military situation 
actually warranting them. To save the 
very base of the present American econ- 
omy—the military budget—a war will be 
waged by its profiteers with the full_poli- 
tical support and accommodation of the 
political leadership. That political leader- 
ship is ‘‘idealistically” inspired by the be- 
lief that only a “‘healthy"’ war industry can 
avert a catastrophic pauperization of the 
country. 


Only a man with the popularity and 
military prestige of Eisenhower could have 
succeeded in maintaining the high level 
of military spending in this country since 
the Korean war without actually involving 
us in war. No one after Eisenhower can 
succeed in prolonging this situation much 
longer. To the next President war will be 
the only possible circumvention of an eco- 
nomic collapse. 

* * * 


Anyone with an elementary historical 
perspective must be acutely aware that 
the prevailing international situation is a 
legacy of Winston Churchill and the in- 
terests and philosophy he personified. 
At the very latest, World War Ill was con- 
ceived in the very midst of World War Il. 
Considering Churchill's self-admitted con- 
templations, before World War Il was over, 
of coming to terms with the Germans and 
turning with them against the Soviet Union, 
it appears obvious that Churchill did not 
step down from the political arena before 
he had satisfied himself that the West 


Page 6 © October 1960 © THE MINORITY OF ONE 


was set on a course that would ultimately 
lead to an anti-Soviet military crusade. 
Churchill concluded his political career only 
when he could “safely” assume that the 
shaky peace just achieved was no more 
than a breathing spell in which to gather 
strength for the next stage of the war 
that, as far as he was concerned, has been 
going on since the beginning of the Com. 
munist Revolution in Russia. 

Whatever changes of governments have 
taken place in America and Great Britain 
since the end of World War Il, the entire 
period has been characterized by a con. 
sistent negative development of relations 
with the Soviets. Each year has been 
bringing us ever closer to actual hostili- 
ties, making us ever more ready to strike 
the blow. This deterioration of the rela- 
tions was fostered by propagandistic, poli- 
tical and military means. It has been 
“achieved” through unprecedented mili- 
tary budgets in peace time. Politically, 
the preparations have taken the form of 
breeding as many international irritants 
and potential pretexts for the outbreak of 
hostilities as possible. And, irrelevant of 
propagandistic rationalizations, the ac- 
cepted challenge of American diplomacy 
has been how to prevent the solution of in- 
ternational problems in dispute with the 
Soviets. There are quite a number of 
such irritants, including Berlin and China's 
international status, that could be solved 
in no time whatever and without anyone's 
capitulating to anyone, were it not for the 
determination to maintain a state of po- 
tential military conflict. 

The Truman Administration's contribu- 
tion to this process included not only the 
militarization of America but also the per- 
suasion of other nations to join military 
alliances. Eisenhower's most outstanding 
contribution, beyond continuing Truman's 
bellicose. arrogance, was the prevention 
of a summit conference accommodation by 
masterminding the U-2 affair. What is 
left for the next American President except 
to bring this process to its culmination?! 

* * * 


This development is not inevitable. 
Nothing human beings can do, including 
war, is inevitable. Resigning oneself to 
a fatalism that ‘‘accepts’’ war amounts in 
effect to lending assistance to those who 
plan it. We must be made aware that 
the entire political war apparatus in Amer- 
ica is a very small clique that would prove 
quite powerless against a sophisticated 
citizenry determined to prevent war. Its 
ruthless power derives from the void and 
vacuum of public apathy, political naivete 
and brainwashing, and decadent, philisi- 
tine I-don't-care'ism. Each voice raised 
against the policies that lead to war di- 
minishes the public vacuum from which the 
political war machinery derives its power. 
Each voice is, therefore, effective and 
counts. The high stakes for which we are 
playing—the prevention of the greatest 
tragedy in man's history—demand abso- 
lute and undiminished efforts from every 
individual who becomes aware of the 
catastrophic path our leaders are taking 
us down. 
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Impact and Mush 





Ezra Pound and his Admirers 


When I was purchasing Ezra Pound’s 
new book, Impact, at the West 8th Street 
Bookstore in Greenwich Village, the clerk 
said to me, “There’s a lot of mush in with 
the impact.” 

“There always is, in Pound,’ I answered, 
“But the impact is still there.”’ 

It is, indeed, still there and always 
there in Ezra Loomis Pound—poet, com- 
poser, economist, polylinguist, fascist, trai- 
tor and madman. On page after page of 
this book I stopped breathless at Pound’s 
insight and his verbal wizardry. Aphor- 





Impact: Essays on Ignorance and the 
Decline of American Civilization by Ezra 
Pound. Henry Regnery Company, 1960. 
285 pp, $5.00. 





isms stick in the mind afterwards like ar- 
rows in a target: “A slave is one who 
waits for someone else to free him.” 
“Bvery man has the right to have his ideas 
examined one at a time.” “Latin is sa- 
cred, grain is sacred.” The enemy is ig- 
norance (our own.)” “If Christ and the 
angels ran the farms, with Aristotle, 
Spinoza and Hen. Ford supervisin’, it 
wouldn’t do any good unless the con- 
sumers and would-be consumers had cur- 
rency to buy the product.” 

There is a great deal of worth in this 
book besides pungent aphorisms. 

To the point are a long essay on the 
“Ethics of Mencius,’’ a brilliant study of 
the Jefferson-Adams correspondence, and a 
20-page digest of United States economic 
history that is so damn good I would like 
to quote all here (if I had the room.) 

Pound’s great value as an economist, 
irrespective of the utility of the various 
“solutions” to our problems that he has 
espoused at various times, is his clear, 
crisp command of two basic insights: that 
money has no value in and of itself, but 
is merely a symbol of value; and that true 
value resides in the natural order, the 
“growing grass” and ‘“‘living sheep.’’ Others 
have realized this, but Pound’s importance 
is the pecularly poetic quality of his 
awareness, and his ability to transmit this 
to his readers. Read any of Pound’s eco- 
nomic writings once and you will never 
again be completely easy with the inter- 
national system that, while it has pro- 
duced great quantities of paper wealth, 
has destroyed more land for agriculture 
in the past 50 years than were destroyed 
in the previous 5000 years. 

Many readers may not like my praising 
Ezra Pound, and I can sympathize with 
them—I do not like praising him, either. 
That is the real point of this review. Ezra 
Pound is the greatest single challenge to 
our minds and hearts that the 20th Cen- 
tury has offered us. Two statements 


By Robert Anton Wilson 


which I am arrogant enough to call “facts” 
must be placed on record in any intelli- 
gent discussion of Pound: (1) He is a 
great poet and a great thinker; (2) He 
has deliberately and consistently supported 
fascism, anti-semitism and other vicious 
systems and attitudes for 30 years now, 
and continues to do so. 

You can almost divide the contemporary 
intelligentsia into two parts: those who 
refuse, obstinately, to recognize the first 
of those facts, and those who, with equal 
obstinancy, try to avoid recognizing the 
second of those facts. This is only human, 
and quite forgivable. Placed together, 
those facts make a paradox which is both 
tragic and highly alarming. Most of us 
prefer not to face that paradox, and we 
reduce Pound to one part of it and ignore 
the other part. 

This new book, for instance, has been 
edited—without Pound’s consent, I would 
guess—to remove pro-fascist or anti-se- 
mitic passages. I feel this was done with- 
out Pound’s consent, because Pound’s lat- 
est volume of poetry (Thrones, New Di- 
rections, 1959) continues to express those 
opinions unabashedly and violently. 

Here are a few examples of what has 
been done in this anthology: 


The essay, “A Visiting Card,” has been 
stripped of the following opening aphor- 
isms: “A thousand candles together blaze 
with intense brightness. No one candle’s 
light damages another’s. So is the liberty 
of the individual in the ideal and fascist 
state.” I quote this from the edition of 
“A Visiting Card” published by Peter 
Russell, London, as #4 of “Money Pam- 
phlets by Pound.” (Peter Russell, 114b 
Queen’s Gate, London S.W. 7; 1952.) 

The same essay contains the following 
passage in the Peter Russell edition but 
not in the Impact anthology: 

“Eliot, in this book, has not come 
through uncontaminated by the Jewish 
poison. 

“Until a man purges himself of this 
poison he will never achieve understand- 
img... In these essays Eliot falls into 
too many non sequiturs. Until he suc- 
ceeds in detaching the Jewish from the 
European elements of his peculiar variety 
of Christianity he will never find the right 
formula .. .” etc. etc., with more such 
gibberish for several lines, all of it re- 
moved from this edition. 

A more interesting case of suppression 
occurs in the essay, “Integrity of the 
Word.” As published in Impact, the pas- 
sage in question begins with the follow- 
ing quote from Lenin: 

“Moreover, imperialism is an immense 
accumulation of money capital in a few 
countries, which as we have seen, amounts 
to 4 or 5 thousand million pounds sterling 
in securities. Hence the enormous growth 


of a class, or rather a stratum, of rentiers, 
i.e. persons who live by ‘clipping cowpons, 
who take absolutely no part in any enter- 
prise, and whose profession is idleness. 
The exportation of capital, one of the most 
essential economic bases of imperialism, 
still further isolates this rentier stratum 
from production, and sets the seal of par- 
asitism on the whole country living on the 
exploitation of labour of several over- 
seas countries and colonies.” 

In Peter Russel’s edition (What is 
Money For?—Money Pamphlets by Pound 
#3) we find the following more extensive 
comment: 

“Very well! That is from Lenin. But 
you could quote the same substance from 
Hitler, who is a nazi (note the paragraph 
from ‘Mein Kampf’ magnificently isolated 
by Wyndham Lewis in his ‘Hitler—The 
struggle against international finance and 
loan capital has become the most impor- 
tant point in the National Socialist pro- 
gramme: the struggle of the German na- 
tion for its independence and freedom.’) 

“You could quote it from Mussolini, a 
fascist, from C. H. Douglas, who calls 
himself a democrat and his followers the 
only true democrats. You could quote it 
from McNail Wilson, who is a Christian 
Monarchy man. You could quote it from 
a dozen camps which have no suspicion 
that they are quoting Lenin. 

“Some facts are now known above par- 
ties; some perceptions are the common 
heritage of all men of good will, and only 
the Jewspapers and worse than Jewspa- 
pers try now to obscure them.” 

I am not dragging up these repulsive 
rantings of Pound’s to further disgrace 
the man; he is already in considerable dis- 
grace with the majority of his fellow hu- 
mans. I am merely trying to emphasize 
the paradox that nobody seems to want to 
face. Against these unpleasant quotes we 
must place such passages from Pound as 
(to give three): 

1. From a letter to Secretary of the 
Treasury Henry Morgenthau Jr., dated 
August 7, 1934: “The sane thing to do 
with the hogs is not to destroy them, but 
to issue money against them up to the 
limit of what people want (as distinct 
from what they can buy under present 
fool system.) .. . If the govt. has enough 
title to hogs and corn, to destroy ’em it 
has enough title to issue bills against ’°em 
demanding delivery.” Impact, page 271) 

2. “Pull down thy vanity 

How mean thy hates 
Fostered in falsity, 
Pull down thy vanity, 
Rathe to destroy, niggard in charity, 
Pull down thy vanity, 
I say pull down.” 
(The Pisan Cantos, page 99.) 


(Continued on Page 16) 
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The most important implications in Fran- 
cis G. Powers’ Moscow trial have totally 
escaped the American press. These im- 
plications were neither political nor mili- 
tary; rather they reflected the agonizing 
dilemma facing the individual in the Amer- 
ican state as well as the ultimate conse- 
quences of the prevailing sense of values 
in the American culture. The Powers trial 
provided a truly unique opportunity for 
contemplation that was largely lost on the 
American public. This will eventually be 
taken as a revealing psychological hint 
by future analysts of the decline of the 
American Civilization. 

In front of the Soviet Supreme Court 
stood a young American man, totally be- 
wildered by his own recognition that he 
had played an important part in history. 
This was to him a complete surprise. He 
has left no doubt that he was utterly un- 
aware of the historic role he was playing. 
He hardly ever stopped to assess the global 
significance of his unusual assignments. 
As unique as his flights were, he did not 
conceive of them as anything but ‘‘a job.” 
His account of the interviews that led to 
his engagement as a spy-pilot made it 
clear that at the time he was hardly even 
curious as to the nature of the work to be 
done. The only merits on which he be- 
lieved himself obliged to weigh the propo- 
sition were those of financial remuneration. 
Will it pay to do “the job” or won't it? 
And, that “pay” was no abstract equation 
but the simple arithmetic of a financial 
transaction. There he stood pounding on 
the doors of great, world-shaking events, 
holding the keys to the fate of millions. 
of people, serving or harming his country, 
but his sole concern was: ‘How much?” 

This philosophy was so elementary to 
Powers that he seemed to have conceived 
of his entire trial as a big misunderstand- 
ing, almost as a case of mistaken identity. 
In essence he told the Soviet judges: 
“Gentlemen, are you sure you are talking 
to the right party? It sounds as if you 
wished to talk politics, history, something 
about a summit conference, about national 
sovereignty, about precipitating a war and 


LEARNING FROM THE POWERS TRIAL 


























The Failure 


so on. Why are you talking about all this 
to me? What do | have to do with it? | 
am just an average American fellow, who 
was doing a job for 30,000 bucks a year. 
Are you sure you don't want to talk to the 
State Department about all that?” 

Chances are that had Powers been al- 
lowed to spend the weeks preceding his 
trial in an American environment, he would 
have never gone beyond those philistine 
contemplations. He would probably have 
been given tickets to a Can-Can show, a 
baseball game or a boxing match, an arm- 
ful of comic books, and, to further exhaust 
his mental capacities, a television set to 
watch a few Westerns. 

The Russians, however, unappreciative 
of our American culture, have obviously 
“brainwashed” Powers. It seems they let 
him read newspapers through which he 
could intelligently follow the political im- 
pact of his flight. So Powers was pro- 
voked to indulge in quite a few ‘‘un- 
American" reflections and for the first 
time to ask himself where from and where 
to was he flying in history. And yet he 
seemed to feel no personal responsibility 
for what he was doing. He did gain some 
perspective on the consequences of his 
‘job for 30,000 bucks." He did not like 
his conclusions and felt constrained to con- 
demn the mission on which he had been 
making a living. Still, the honorable 
judges should query the gentlemen in 
Washington about all this . . . 

The recounting of Powers’ humble back- 
ground before the tribunal makes us re- 
flect upon the social “success” that his 
$30,000 “job” brought with it. He must 
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exemplary legend in parents’ tales to their 
children. ‘‘You see, Johnny,” a mother 
would say to her son, “if you stop playing 
hooky in school and get those grades of 
yours up, you will be as smart as Mr. Pow- 
ers across the street. Did you see that 
nice motor boat he got the other day? 
And they way the preacher talked to him 
on Sunday? So, be a good boy, Johnny, 
and you will be like Mr. Powers!"’ 

While flying in Soviet skies Powers might 
have been ploughing the layers of cur. 
rent history, but in the setting of his so- 
cial environment he was primarily a ‘‘suc- 
cess" story. 

It was neither unique nor exceptional 
that the admirers of Powers’ “‘success,"’ in- 
cluding his wife, parents, neighbors and 
fellow church members, knew nothing or 
little about the source of his income. Nor 
was it exclusively due to conspiratorial 
secrecy. American society in general, in- 
cluding wives, parents and _ neighbors, 
hardly ever concerns itself with how a man 
writes his “success” story. How much a 
man makes, not how he makes it, is what 
absorbs our curiosity. Even when we know 
a man to be a businessman, lawyer, or 
physician, we are fascinated by nothing 
as much as his particular ability to ‘make 
money™ out of it; our degree of respect 
for him is in direct proportion to his 
achievement, not as a businessman, lawyer 
or physician, but as a ‘money maker”. 
Whatever differences may exist within the 
American society, vocationally there seem 
to be none; everyone is a “money maker,” 
and occupational differences are of sec- 
ondary importance. 

Had Powers never become a spy-pilot 
but instead, let's say, followed in his fa- 
ther’s footsteps and became a cobbler— 
or perhaps a mechanic, real estate man, 
business executive or anything else—his 
philosophy of life would have remained 
substantially the same. Whatever he made 
and however he made it, he would still 
primarily be a money maker. Not a cob- 
bler, not a mechanic, not a lawyer, doctor 
or spy—not an earner but a ‘down-to- 
earth” money maker. 


So, Powers was not a “fool,” not a 
“square,” a “failure” nor a “bum,” and 
he accepted a “job” for 30,000 bucks— 
even if this level of income, in these 
days of inflation, no longer qualifies for a 
listing in Who's Who. 

But look at Powers now! There he 
stands separated from country and fam- 
ily, surrounded by the hostility and con- 
tempt of those who query and judge him. 
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And, listen to what he is saying! Upon 
his very first reflection, he has nothing but 
contempt for the ‘‘work"” that underlay 
his “success”. Suddenly, he knows he was 
not building success but indulging in sin. 
Nothing is left of his ‘‘success’ but the 
realization that he might have been dig- 
ging a grave for humanity, including him- 
self, his wife and his parents. 


There is a petrifying justice involved in 
the orgy of over-indulgence. The lavish 
parties and orgies of the feudal nobility 
may have been pure pleasure to the par- 
ticipants. Ultimately, however, each sen- 
sual excess was a forerunner of a knife 
stuck in their backs, a bullet piercing their 
brains—the revenge of those whose suf- 
ferings and deprivation sustained such 
occasions. As if in each glass of wine 
consumed there were a few drops of a 
delayed reaction poison. 


Powers was no hero. His smallness 
contrasted dramatically with the great 
events in which he played so significant a 
role. Indeed, there was nothing within 
Powers that categorically preconditioned 
him for becoming a celebrated spy. As a 
“good job” seeker his mentality might 
have conceivably prepared him to work 
equally well for or against his country. 

This unprincipled nature of his ‘‘success"’ 
makes Powers typical of our society. 


Our “successes” are so often sad and 
tragic! Their signposts often direct us 
right into the open mouth of a volcano. 
Our “smartness” is so very often petrify- 
ingly stupid! Our very pursuit of “money 
making,"’ which while it lasts seems to be 
a mark of distinction and achievement, 
may well precipitate the ultimate tragedy. 
Rejecting any amount of original thinking 
and instead mastering the ‘power of posi- 
tive thinking,”” we count the stepping 
stones in our climb to social “‘success”’. 
But in our shortsighted acquisitiveness we 
may stumble catastrophically. We go 


along with the trend, we challenge noth- . 


ing. Why take risks and challenge our 
surroundings when such challenge will de- 
prive us of ‘‘success'’?!—But in doing so 
we trade small risks for big ones, incon- 
veniences for an abyss, unpopularity for 
an end to life itself. Our ‘‘successes” 
seem to lead to the most tragic failures, 
our escapism into history's traps. 


The “smart” ones attempt to fool and 
short-change society. “Why should | carry 
the world’s troubles on my shoulders?”, 
they ask. Who cares about the world, 
the nation, history?! 1 care for myself 
and my family, and that’s alll If 1 can 


carve my own personal niche of “happi- 


ness,"’ why let it be disturbed by ‘‘ab- 
stract,” “‘in-the-sky"’ concerns?!—What 
smart fools they are! They may outwit a 
day and a year but not a decade or a 
lifetime! They may outwit a neighbor 
but not humanity! They may outwit their 
“jobs” but not the rewards of creation! 
They may escape gossip and unpopularity 
but not a world cataclysm! They may 
save their children from stigma but not 
from bullets and bombs! They may ac- 
cumulate millions, but starve from hunger! 

We know something about the snobbish 
participants in the feudal nobility’s parties 
and orgies, something they themselves did 
not know. We have seen the poisoning 
effect of the wine that tasted so delicious 
at the time. Will such incisiveness be 
wasted on the dead past or will we shock 
ourselves into applying it to our own living 
present? 

Pinpointing the centrifugal force of this 
perverted perception that mistakes the 
very march to oblivion for success, one 
must find it in our totally materialistic sense 
of values. If nothing else counts but ma- 
terial acquisition, we are making ourselves 
guilty of such distortion of life and mis- 
representation of human self-fulfillment 
that no logic can relate our malpractice 
to true and lasting achievements. What 
is a life that serves nothing but the acquisi- 
tion of material goods?! How can we 
aim for life's true riches and fulfillment 
when we refuse to see it in its intriguing 
and challenging complexity? And, how 
worthwhile do we make life against physi- 
cal destruction? Or, are we building a 
new Sodom, which, while resembling its 





biblical prototype, will this time escape its 
fate, fool the earth and skies and remain 
a self-perpetuating monument to the virtue 
of cynicism?! |, for one, do not believe 
this possible. 

The true challenge to all humanity, but 
very especially to the American people, 
requires a complete reversal of our values, 
our attitudes towards ‘‘success’’ and our 
conception of life’s purpose. In a way 
we must learn to be romantic once more. 

What profit our expedient success- 
seeking if its ultimate price is the loss of 
everything? If someone told you to go 
and leave your comfortable home, give 
up your two cars, and quit your high- 
paying job to follow in the footsteps of an 
Albert Schweitzer, dedicating yourself to 
the improvement of society, you would 
probably regard the suggestion as irre- 
sponsible adventuresomeness. Yet, truly 
irresponsible adventuresomeness is re- 
flected in our present, ‘‘safe’’ and “‘se- 
cure" way of living. We may be afraid 
to make an unpopular avowal to a vigi- 
lante neighbor lest it cost us our position, 
but we think little of gambling our life by 
letting society go headlong towards catas- 
trophe. The thought of our son or daugh- 
ter demonstrating for an unpopular cause 
frightens us, yet we can send them off on 
a mission to kill and be killed. We must 
keep with the Joneses but where is the 
profit if we die with the Joneses?! 

We need not be heroes, but also we 
need not be passive sand carried on the 
wind. We need not be altruists, but also 
we need not be so stupid as to bury our 
future in a delusion of today. 

It is a sad social commentary that there 
in Moscow a man stood who committed 
great things, good or evil, but all the in- 
sight we gained into him showed nothing 
but a smallness of soul and mind. If even 
our national heroes, whether for good or 
bad causes, must be recruited by $30,000 
bribes, the hour grows late for us to pon- 
der about our sense of values. In a very 
real sense the spirit of American society 
sat with the accused on his uncomfortable 
bench in a courtroom in Moscow. 
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A MARYLAND COLLEGE GIVES UP ITS LOYALTY OATH 


In 1949 the General Assembly of Mary- 
land enacted a sweeping Subversive Ac- 
tivities Act. Popularly known as _ the 
“Ober Law” for one of its chief sponsors, 
Baltimore lawyer Frank C. Ober, the 
measure’s announced purpose was to sub- 
ject Communists and Communist sym- 
pathizers to criminal punishment and to 
bar them from public employment or elec- 
tive office. Maximum penalties for en- 
gaging in “or abetting’ subversive causes 
were affixed at twenty years in prison, 
plus fines to $20.000. 


A prominent provision of the Ober Law 
was the requirement that all public em- 
ployees, including teachers and professors, 
execute Loyalty affidavits. The law went 
significantly further. Section 16 provided 
that “before any appropriation of public 
funds of any character shall be made by 
the State of Maryland to any private in- 
stitution of learning there shall be filed 
with [the State of Maryland] on behalf 
of said institution, a written report set- 
ting forth what procedures it has adopted 
to determine whether it has reasonable 
grounds to believe that any subversive 
persons are in its employ, and what steps, 
if any, have been.taken or are being taken 
to terminate such employment.” In the 
absence of such a report no appropria- 
tions were to “be included in the State 


budget or approved by the General As- 


sembly." 


If Section 16 of the Ober Law were en- 
forced, virtually all accredited private in- 
stitutions of learning in Maryland would 
be affected since most of them received 
state aid in some form. But the passage 
of the law had evoked strong public pro- 
test, and few even of its most ardent sup- 
porters expected or intended that Sec- 
tion 16 should be carried out.’ Most pri- 
vate colleges appear, accordingly, to have 
adopted a wait-and-see policy. Not among 
these was Washington College, a small 
liberal arts institution located on Mary- 
land’s remote Eastern Shore. In May, 
1949, hard on the heels of the passage of 
the Ober Law, Fred G. Livingood, Acting 
President of Washington College, wrote 
the Office of the Attorney General of 





1The author Py from 1956 to 1959 head of the 
Department of History and Political Science at 
Wi n Colle ° and is the “history chair- 
man” referred to herein. 


2Office of the rere General of the State 
of Maryland to the Acting President of Wash- 
ington College, June 2, 1949. As published in 
i President’s Report, Washington College, 
une, yf 
%In Baltimore, three resigned. thelr employed 
pmae ae ee publicly Ay my ee in 
group 
Pt college professors g 2 ay at a test 
case e@ way to Maryland’s highest court, 
while the whole act was branded unconstitu- 
tional by Judge Joseph Sherbow of the same 
city. Some of the organizations which went on 
record in _— to the Ober Law were the 
Baltimore Teachers a the Johns Hopkins 
Chapter of the Ameri Association of Uni- 
versity Professors, ‘Americans for Democratic 
land Chapter of the American 
wal Workers, the Workmen's 


General of the State 

f Maryland to the Ac’ 7 President of Wash- 
ington College, June 2, 9. As published in 
Acting President’s Rat, Washington College, 


Circle, and the YW 
oun of the Attorne 


June, 


By William M. Armstrong 


Maryland and received, under date of 
June 2, the following self-explanatory re- 
ply: 


‘Dear Dr. Livingood: 

We have your letter of May 2ist rela- 
tive to the Subversive Activities Act of 
1949 [in which you] ask if it is neces- 
sary for members of the faculty and em- 
ployees of Washington College to make 
the Loyalty Pledges required by that act. 
{Here follows a description of Section 16 
of that Act.] 


It seems to us that a very satisfactory 
way of meeting the requirements of Sec- 
tion 16 will be by procuring Loyalty 
Pledges from the members of the faculty 
and employees.’”* 

Was this an actual directive to the 
Washington College authorities to impose 
the “Ober Oath” on the school’s faculty 
and employees? By way of answering 
this question, it will be noted—the im- 
plications of Professor Livingood’s inquiry 
of the Attorney General notwithstanding 
—that nothing in the actual wording of 
Section 16 of the Ober Law (vide para- 
graph 2 herein) required loyalty oaths 
from individual members of private col- 
lege faculties. 

Indisputably the Loyalty Pledge was 
in violation of Article IV of the Washing- 
ton College charter, and the college au- 
thorities ought to have rejected it for 
this, if for no sounder, reason. Yet the 
College chose, shortly after Acting Presi- 
dent Livingood’s receipt of the letter 
from the Attorney General’s office, to ex- 
act the following sweeping Loyalty Pledge 
of all its faculty and employees: 


WASHINGTON COLLEGE 
Chestertown, Md. 
CERTIFICATION OF APPLICANT FOR 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT 


UNDER SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES 
ACT OF 1949 


D csssscar emesiitiewtesaccisesin , do hereby certify 
that I am not a subversive person as de- 
fined in Chapter 86 of the Acts of the 
Geenral Assembly of Maryland of 1949, 
namely, that I am not a person who com- 
mits, attempts to commit, or aids in the 
commission, or advocates, abets, advises 
or teaches by any means any person to 
commit, attempt to commit, or aid in the 
commission of any act intended to over- 
throw, destroy or alter, or to assist in 
the overthrow, destruction or alteration 
of, the constitutional form of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, or of the 
State of Maryland, or any political sub- 
division of either of them, by revolution, 
force, or violence. 

I do further certify that I am not a 
member of a subversive organization as 
defined in said Chapter 86, namely, that 
I am not a member of an organization 
which engages in or advocates, abets, ad- 
vises, or teaches, or a purpose of which 
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is to engage in or advocate, abet, advise 
or teach activities intended to overthrow, 
destroy or alter, or to assist in the over. 
throw, destruction or alteration of, the 
constitutional form of the government of 
the United States, or of the State of 
Maryland, or of any political sub-division 
of either of them, by revolution, force or 
violence. 

I further certify that I am not a mem. 
ber of a foreign organization as defined 
in said Chapter 86, namely, that I am 
not a member of any organization di- 
rected, dominated or controlled directly 
or indirectly by a foreign government 
which engages in or advocates, abets, ad- 
vises, or teaches, or a purpose of which 
is to engage in or to advocate, abet, ad- 
vise, or teach, activities intended to over. 
throw, destroy or alter, or to assist in 
the overthrow, destruction or alteration 
of the ‘constitutional form of the govern- 
ment of, the United States, or of the 
State of Maryland, or of any political sub- 
division of either of them, and to estab- 
lish in place thereof any form of govern- 
ment the direction and control of which 
is to be vested in, or exercised by or un- 
der, the domination or control of any 
foreign government, organization, or in- 
dividual. 

I further certify and affirm that this 
statement is made with the knowledge 
that it is subject to the penalties of per- 
jury described in Article 27, Section 531 
of the Annotated Code of Maryland. Un- 
der the penalties of perjury I hereby cer- 
tify and declare that all statements here- 
inabove contained are true and correct, 
and that I have made no material mis- 
statement or concealment of fact. 

IN WITNESS of truth of the state- 
ments hereinabove made, I hereunto af- 
fix my signature, this ........ a Gee ; 


For: Board of Visitors and Governors 
Washington College 
Chestertown, Maryland 





(Signature) 





(Position) 


The Board of Visitors and Governors 
of Washington College met in regular 
session on June 11, 1949 (nine days after 
Professor Livingood’s receipt of the letter 
from the Attorney General’s Office), and 
two weeks later Professor Livingood put 
copies of the “Non Communist Pledge,” 
as he described the above document, in 
the mail for signature. The faculty had 
now scattered for the summer, and there 
appears to have been no organized pro- 
test against the Oath. The College was 
on shaky financial foundations at the 
time—faculty salaries ranged between 
$2400 and $4000 (the maximum attain- 
able)—and attempts on the part of the 
faculty to organize an American Associa- 
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tion of University Professors chapter in 
order to help improve the situation were 
meeting with hostility. Actively encour- 
aging the assaults on the A.A.U.P. was 
Board member and Chestertown editor 
Harry Russell. Russell derided the 
A.A.U.P. in his weekly newspaper. 


Despite opposition, an A.A.U.P. chapter 
struggled into existence at Washington 
College in the late months of 1949.5 By 
February, 1950, it had inaugurated—and 
was under attack for so doing—studies 
of the faculty salary scale. By March it 
had instituted committees to study fac- 
ulty insurance plans and the administra- 
tion of the Ober Law. In what measure, 
if any, what followed was linked to the 
discussions of the Ober Law is uncertain. 
But late in March three of the moving 
spirits of the A.A.U.P. chapter, including 
its founder and president, were officially 
informed that their connection with the 
college would cease the following June. 
Steps were taken to choke off a student 
uprising brewing in consequence of the 
firings.® 

With the fledgling A.A.U.P. chapter all 
but smothered in the purge of 1950, there 
appears to have been no further faculty 
discussion of the Ober oath. (That year, 
a group of anti-Ober Law organizations 
in Baltimore managed to force the meas- 
ure onto the ballot, but it was endorsed 
at the polls.) The fall term of 1950-51 
saw Professor Livingood returning to his 
post in the Education department and Dr. 
Daniel Z. Gibson, former Dean of Franklin 
and Marshall College, installed as Presi- 
dent of Washington College. Under Pres- 
ident Gibson the requirement of the Loy- 
alty Pledge (now a year old) was con- 
tinued. 


The first major challenge to the loyalty 
oath at Washington College came in 1956. 
The late winter and spring of 1956 saw 
the college convulsed by a fresh wave of 
internal disturbances reminiscent of those 
of 1950, which culminated by summer in 
the departure of the entire history de- 
partment, as well as several other mem- 
bers of the faculty.’ A new history de- 
partment chairman was hired in May, 
and additional new members of the de- 
partment were chosen the following sum- 
mer. Early in September, 1956, the 
newly-appointed history department ar- 
rived in Chestertown. Its chairman-to-be 
was no stranger to loyalty oaths, for he 
had already twice during his academic 
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career (to his shame) signed such oaths, 
although under protest. In each instance, 
however, he had been obliged to sign 
them as a public employee. But at. Wash- 
ington College, on the other hand, he was 
to be privately employed. Nothing had 
been said, either privately or in his con- 
tract with that college, of the existence 
of a loyalty statement as a condition of 
employment. 


The first intimation that any of the 
new members of the faculty had of the 
existence of the loyalty oath at Washing- 
ton College came a few weeks after the 
fall (1956) term had gotten under way. 
At that time, the secretary to the Presi- 
dent approached the history chairman 
with forms containing the oath detailed 
above requesting that a copy be executed 
by each member of the history depart- 
ment and returned to the office of the 
President. 

On reading the oath the chairman de- 
clined in a dignified manner to sign it, 
and he was at once joined in this by the 
three new members of his department. 
Friendly discussions ensued with the Ad- 
ministration. In the course of these talks, 
President Gibson indicated that, while he 
was not wholly in sympathy with the his- 
tory department’s position, he would, 
nonetheless, seek a way out of the di- 
lemma. Weeks passed and nothing more 
was heard of the matter. But in Decem- 
ber the secretary to the President again 
approached the history chairman with 
Ober oath forms, requesting that they be 
signed by the department without delay. 
Once again the chairman refused, argu- 
ing as before that the oath had not been 
a condition of employment; and the de- 
partment prepared, if necessary, to en- 
gage legal counsel. 

Late in December, 1956, three mem- 
bers of the history department left Ches- 
tertown for St. Louis to attend the an- 
nual meeting of the American Historical 
Association. Thus far, the department 
had been pledged by its chairman to 
secrecy in its negotiations with the Ad- 
ministration. But false rumors now leak- 
ed out to some of the faculty that three 
of their colleagues were going to St. Louis 
to seek new positions. At this juncture, 
according to subsequent reports, an in- 
fluential faculty member called on the 
President and urged him quickly to find 
a way out of the impasse. 

Upon the return of the history depart- 
ment from St. Louis, its chairman was 
called into the President’s office and, in 
an atmosphere of utmost cordiality, told 
that the loyalty oath requirement had 
been dropped. Thenceforward, explained 
President Gibson, the college would 
merely require the simple affirmation pre- 
scribed by the Charter of the college. 
That affirmation was as follows: 


WASHINGTON COLLEGE 
MEMORANDUM ............000000 2! 5) 
In accordance with the stipulations of the 
charter of Washington College, May 31, 


Prrrrereereer terete 





do solemnly affirm: my fidelity to and sup- 
port of the State of Maryland and its con- 
stitution. 

Signed 





Dated at Chestertown, Md..................ccseee 

On January 3, 1957, the four members 
of the history department signed the 
above statement. With that action, the 
“battle” of the loyalty oath at Washing- 
ton College was over. It had been won 
easily and without loss of tempers on 
either side. If some faculty members 
made it distressingly plain that they were 
oblivious to the significance of the tri- 
umph, their complacency only demon- 
strated why the victory had been so long 
delayed. The otherwise level-headed 
holder of a Ph.D. who cynically observed 
that he was conditioned to “signing these 
[obscenity] oaths with my left hand over 
my eyes’ (and who urged the History 
Department to do likewise) tragically 
epitomized the depths to which the defense 
of academic freedom in America had 
fallen. In brief, the conformism with 
which the professors were charging their 


students had invaded the faculty meeting 
room. 


The abandonment by Washington Col- 
lege of the use of the Ober “Loyalty 
Pledge” coincided with the 1956 Supreme 
Court Ruling (in the Nelson Case) by 
which the Ober Law became largely a 
dead letter; it was followed by the 1957 
action of the General Assembly of Mary- 
land cutting state appropriations for ad- 
ministration of the Ober Law approxi- 
mately thirty per cent. Although these 
cuts were later restored when the House 
Un-American Activities Committee in- 
vaded Baltimore with exaggerated claims 
as to the law’s effectiveness, they marked 
the first time since the law’s inception 
eight years earlier that the legislature 


had looked with a critical eye on its use- 
fulness. 


What lesson can be drawn from the 
Washington College Case? Simply this: 
that the unending struggle for academic 
freedom can be waged with success if pro- 
fessors will only assert their convictions 
and maintain them with firmness and logic, 
In the case under review a handful of 
young college teachers, working almost en- 
tirely without the aid of their colleagues, 
were able to eliminate one of the deadliest 
contrivances ever devised to shackle the 
Mind of Man. The loyalty oath is now 
gone from Washington College—but what 
of the hundreds of American colleges and 
universities in which it still remains? Can 
we of the college teaching profession af- 
ford longer to hang back while legislation 
drafted a decade and more ago in an at- 
mosphere of public hysteria threatens to 
become a permanent condition of entry 
into the world of the mind? If we are 
to gain for the academic profession the 
dignity and self-respect it needs and de- 
serves (but which no amount of self-de- 
ception can conceal that it does not pres- 
ently enjoy), we can not, we must not, 
hang back. 
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Neither the believer nor the atheist can question the great- 
ness of one who has influenced and inspired nearly two thousand 
years of human history. Moreover, had his ideas and teachings 
been understood throughout the centuries, time itself would have 
added to that understanding a quality of self-evident truth bordering 
on banality. Soon they would have been forgotten as original 
conceptions and placed in the vast storehouse of things taken for 
granted. But this did not happen to Jesus’ ideas, and in their 
puzzling immortality, they have never stopped challenging and 
intriguing the human mind. 

Yet, had Jesus taught no more than love, he would hardiy have 
been original. Rather he would be merely repeating the pious 
professions of the Old Testament. Was it then that he carried 
love to new extremes, teaching man to love his enemy and to 
turn his other cheek?—Such an idea in itself would be too im- 
practical, too dissonant with human psychology to have true ef- 
fect—to capture the imagination of people not only in a short- 
lived emotional frenzy but as a basic revelation that has kept at- 
tracting divergent peoples for so many generations. 

Furthermore, the carrying of abstract love to new extremes 
was hardly consistent with Jesus’ character. Jesus was a rebel, 
bound to oppose irritants rather than to welcome more abuse. 

What has really been puzzling and fascinating the generations 
of man for nearly two thousand years is how man can merely 
co-live with his fellow-man. Greater than the unpsychological, 
impractical and impossible resolution of turning one’s other cheek 
is the question: how one can merely refrain from harming others 
even if harming them seems indispensable to one’s self-defense. 

"Had Jesus merely proposed the literal turning of one’s other 
cheek, even though man has not yet learned even to tolerate his 
adversary, he would have hardly displayed the great spirit with 
which he has been identified. The turning of the other cheek in- 
volves the perpetuation of abuse and injustice. Why should the 
offender be given the opportunity to repeat his misdeed? Why 
should we willingly and lovingly encourage the repétition of an 
assault? How would justice and tranquillity be served in this 
way? Did Jesus preach the perpetuation of abuse? Did he—the 
rebel—preach such humility and total lack of self-assertion as to 
make a man thankful for being hurt by asking to be hurt again? 
Did Jesus preach injustice and the negation of dignity? Or, did 
he understand so little about human beings as to believe them 
capable of actions implicit in the turning of the other cheek? Was 
the society surrounding him so pure, just and loving that he had 
to reach out to new heights of moral concepts? How, while living 
in a society that fell short of elementary moral standards, could 
Jesus preach a degree of love unknown to human practice and 
transcending human concepts? 

Had all this been true about Jesus’ teachings, they would have 
been discarded, forgotten long ago as unrealistic, more than 
utopian, inapplicable, even inconceivable and stupid. Why then 
did they survive and inspire, attract and puzzle? 

I believe Jesus did not intend to teach more love than human 
perception was capable of at the time. He did not intend to build 
an emotional superstructure over the love professions of the 
prophets of the Old Testament. On the contrary, his bitter com- 
plaints against the state of society into which he was born dis- 
played an acute awareness of the great discrepancy between pro- 
fessed morals, as they were theoretically known at the time, and 
the prevailing practice. Why then didn’t he simply call for fidelity 
to the established moral code? Why increase that discrepancy by 
elevating the moral code still higher above human practice? 

I believe Jesus’ teaching about the turning of the other cheek 
to have rather expressed his bewilderment and confusion about 
how man can apply love, not the kind he has no concept of, but 
the kind he has known in theory ever since the first mention of 
it in the Old Testament. 

Love as a recognition and a profession was not enough for 
Jesus. Acutely aware of the practical unreliability of man’s per- 
ception of love, he saw man as capable of knowing love and yet 
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acting contrary to it. The concept of love seemed so simple and 
generally accepted; the practice so inconsistent, vague and un. 
binding. There was no grammar to go by. The principle was 
there, but the techniques of application were unknown, unsearched 
for. Jesus, therefore, decided to counteract the over-simplified 
conception of love. He wanted man to stop and wonder how love 
can be truly and realistically practiced. He wished to put man 
on notice that love is by no means a simple matter that can be 
taken for granted. So, Jesus uttered something totally beyond 
man’s perception: not only “‘love’’ but also “love for thy enemy”, 
not only ‘‘forgiveness’’ but also “‘turn the other cheek.’? Any man 
who accepted the new complexity of love would have to stop, 
ponder and realize that loving is a challenge, an intellectual chal- 
lenge, precisely because at times it seems emotionally impossible. 

We are still preaching love and the word is often as mean- 
ingless as it was in the surroundings against which Jesus rebelled. 
Love is preached on both sides of each war; rifles that tomorrow 
will be aimed against each other receive the blessings of priests, 
Love has carried man to the highest peaks of spiritual achieve- 
ment, but it has also lurked in the abysses of ignominy and human 
depravity. Love alone is no more than sanctimony, having little 
to do with social worth and value. Love is too general to truly 
control human actions. Sermons are mostly useless precisely be- 
cause they teach no more than ‘‘love’’ in its meaningless general- 
ity. Anything that can mean everything means nothing. The true 
challenge of man is not to love but how to love. Love that is no 
more than a utopian slogan may even corrupt man by indurat- 
ing him against the discrepancy between the word and the act. 

It is easy to say “‘love!’’, but it is more important to show 
man how he can be tranquil in the face of provocations, It is 
easy to love our beloved ones, but it is an emotional as well as 
an intellectual challenge to defend oneself against an adversary 
without wanting or trying to destroy or harm him. It is even 
relatively easy to be a vegeterian, but it is still an unmastered 
challenge to man’s wisdom not to need to kill a threatening lion 
without becoming his prey. 

These are not abstract instances. Because in truth we never 
deny compassion to others unless we consider ourselves com- 
pelled to do so. So, the question is how to love when it is prac- 
tically impossible to do so. How not to harm someone, when not 
harminz him seems to threaten our own interests, possibly our life. 


_ It is no challenge to human compassion to get along with neigh- 


bors or foreign nations when this seems possible and feasible. But 
to get along with them when the only practical way seems to be 
acting against them requires a wisdom that has so often exceeded 
man’s understanding. 

The question Jesus posed nearly two thousand years ago re- 
mains unanswered. Our fascination for his teachings is so great 
and enduring precisely because, while sensing their challenges, 
we have been at a loss to meet them. We keep wondering what 
Jesus wanted from us. How did he want us to live? How to apply 
compassion to all situations, even to those in which cruelty seems 
the only resolution emerging from our hearts. 

The challenge is not an emotional one but an intellectual one. 
The task is to devise a grammar of love, not to be satisfied with 
loving by rote and by ritual. We do not lack evidence of man’s 
capacity for beautiful emotions. His wisdom, however, can much 
less be taken for granted. It is not our ability to feel that we 
need to increase, but our ability to understand. Our hearts are 
capable of elation, but can our intellects devise a grammar that 
will retain that elation and make it applicable to all situations in 
which a human being finds himself? 

That we shall be capable of this, that our minds bear such 2 
potentiality is by no means a foregone conclusion. But there lies 
the true challenge. If we will only make concentrated efforts to 
improve our minds, to reach ever new intellectual heights, to ex- 
pand our mentality, perhaps we shall eventually discover an ability 
not just to feel but to understand that elated emotion to which 
Jesus added a rational dimension. 
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The Good City .. . 
By Mary Hays Weik 


The good city is a friendly city. It holds out an understanding 
hand to young and old in need: to the sick, the lonely, the 
troubled, and the oppressed. It welcomes the threadbare 
stranger as warmly as the celebrity, because it knows the stranger 
carries the future in his breast. 


The good city is a free city: free in outlook, in breathing-space, 
in opportunity for every one of its citizens, whatever his race or 
creed—to speak the truth as he sees it; to work in his chosen 
field under decent conditions; to live wherever he chooses, at 
peace with his neighbors and friends. 


The good city is a beautiful city. It knows that concrete and 
iron beams are not enough to build with, that beauty must be the 
keystone and the crown. And so it sees every building and street 
as part of a balanced whole. No cool and leafy park can cancel 
out a hidden slum; no ivied suburb still the memory of children 
playing in crowded city streets. The whole must square with the 
part, the part with the whole: The total plan must be clean, cre- 
ative and strong. 


The good city is a courageous city. It is well-governed because 
it encourages honest, independent thought in its administrators; 
because its citizens take a responsible part in its government. 
It gives honor, but only to those whose creative spirit and broad 
humanity have earned it. It renders equal justice to all without 
discrimination. It searches eternally among its citizens for new 
talents and new skills, and when it finds them, sets no direction 
or limit on their growth. 


The good city is an informed city. \t demands an honest, vigor- 
ous and outspoken press, willing to give a balanced, intelligent 
picture of the news. It expects the teachers in its schools to have 
frank and thoughtful views of their own; and it encourages its 
citizens, young and old, to explore new ways, exciting new 
worlds, and to test their ideas publicly in free and open debate. 


The good city is a hopeful city. It remembers its part with af- 
fection; but it puts its faith in the living present, and faces the 
future with trust. Unafraid of change—in neighborhoods, ar- 
chitecture, politics, or art—it is ready to see in every newcomer, 
every change, a chance to help, a chance to learn—a chance to 
open new doors to a richer and more satisfying life for every one 
of its citizens. 





ELEGY FOR AN ATOMIC AGE 


Going through the motions 
going through, 
I don't think it makes any difference 
not really 
not so anyone will know a hundred years 
from now when the ragged earth, 
recovering, 
allows a bud, 
a drop of water, 
some small sign 
that life begins again, begins again 
and pushes itself 
a million 
finite steps 
a million years, 
a million torturous delights in order to 
destroy itself again. 


Margaret Randall 








Open Letter to . . . 


Congressman B. CARROLL REECE 
House of Representatives 
Washington 25, D.C. 


Sir: 


I note that you recently attacked, 
on the floor of the House, Mr. M. S. Arnoni 
and his publication, THE MINORITY OF ONE, 
and read into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
its May list "Of What I Am Ashamed" as 
"evidence" of its "subversive" character. 
You also made a point of its carrying no 
advertising, with the implication that 
its support must come from subversive 
sources. This is of the same character as 
President Eisenhower's remark about the 
petition sent by Linus Pauling with 
several thousand signatures; Eisenhower 
said, "This effort seems to have been well 
organized," with the insinuation that it 
had been subversively organized. Is it 
your opinion that nothing can be well 
organized except by Communists, and that 
only Communists are willing to publish 
the truth without seeking to make money 
by it? If so, you are mistaken. I wish to 
state that I am a subscriber to and a 
financial supporter of THE MINORITY OF 
ONE, that I have subscribed to it for 
several friends, and that I have con- 
tributed to its pages and hope to do so 
again. 


While I do not agree with all the 
items in its list "Of What I Am Ashamed," 
I consider your attack on it utterly un- 
principled and contemptible. This little 
publication is performing a great and 
patriotic American service by printing 
material which the dishonest Press will 
not carry. The first and only loyalty 
required of an American citizen is loyalty 
to the Constitution and the laws of the 
United States. The Constitution guarantees 
"Freedom of the Press," which you would 
subvert ; your kind of freedom consists of 
the freedom to suppress part of the news 
and to distort the rest. Mr. Arnoni, in 
this publication, is showing himself to 
be a good American, and you are showing 
yourself to be entirely un-American; it 
is you who are subversive, not Mr. Arnoni. 
Your kind of freedom, like that of the 
late unlamented Joseph R. McCarthy, con- 
sists of making sneak attacks on honest 
citizens under the cowardly protection of 
Congressional immunity. Are you not the 
bright lad who labelled "subversive* 
several passages read before your com- 
mittee, before you knew they were quota- 
tions from Pope Leo XIII's Encyclical of 
1883? In-my list "Of What I Am Ashamed" I 
would include the fact that you are a 
member of Congress. I have no doubt but 
that Mr. Arnoni may be in error at times, 
but I know of no reason to believe that he 
lies wilfully, which is more than I can 
say of some of our highest office-holders. 


ERNEST B. ZEISLER 


Dr. Zeister is associate professor of Medicine at the Chicago 
Medical School. 
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From READERS’ LETTERS 





“THE BEST OF THE LOT...” 

I have read (your magazine) with deep in- 
terest and wish to congratulate you on your 
courageous editorial policy, the general appear- 
ance of the magazine and your achievement in 
keeping this enterprise afloat without advertis- 
ing. er the years I have seen a number of 
such efforts and I was very, very sorry to see 
most of them fail. You yourself probably know 
the story of IN FACT. I have been interested 
toe secure copies of all the igo yr | ublica- 
tions which are coming out today and this one 
of yours is far and away the best of the lot. 
Best wishes for your continuance and growth. 

Stillwater, Okla. THOMAS H. UZZELL. 


(Mr. Uzzell is an author, former instructor in 
fiction writing at Columbia and New York Uni- 
versities and a former editor of national maga- 
zines.) 

om * a 


A MATTER OF LIFE OR DEATH 

(Editor’s Note: Paul Krassner, editor of THE 
REALIST, made a round trip to Chicago, Ill. 
Before boarding an airplane, he purchased a 
life insurance policy, naming as beneficiary the 
editor of THE MINORITY OF ONE. He sent 
the policy eare of Lyle Stuart, editor and 
publisher of THE INDEPENDENT, who _ for- 
warded the policy to us with a covering letter 
as follows.) 

I thought you would be amused to see that 
Paul Krassner apparently considers your interest 
a matter of life or death! Fortunately or un- 
fortunately he — safely so you don’t get 

oney this time! 
eo York, LYLE STUART. 
7 * 


“BRAVO! SEEMS TO SAY IT ALL” 

There is so much I would like to say about 
that excellent magazine THE MINORITY OF 
ONE, but my feelings are so strong I just don’t 
know how to express them. Bravo! seems to 
say it all. My husband and I are enjoying the 
most stimulating and rewarding gift we have 
received in a long time. Every time we receive 
a new issue, we think and thank our mother 
for it. We want some good friends of ours to 
enjoy the same refreshing and challenging con- 
tents of THE ag gts as ng BR do, 
and enclosed are gift subscriptions L 

Rochester, N, Y. (Mrs.) ISLE LURIE. 


THE “FENCE-SITTING’”’ MINORITY 

I think good of your magazine but you surely- 
have a weakness. As to economics you try to 
sit on a fence. Moreover, you try to steal some 
of the reforms from communism. It cannot be 
done. You must be either on the side of capi- 
talism or the new order. You ascribe all the 
wrong to Hitler and think the American_brand 
to be better. You had better wake up. I favor 
communism but with Voltaire I believe in your 
right of expression even though I may disagree 
with you, 

Los Angeles, Calif. a. 

- 


* * 


“R,. A. WILSON IS RIGHT, BUT .. .”’ 

While a ~~... with the spirit of R. A. Wil- 
son’s article, “Torture for Fun and Profit,’’ I 
think he is tripping over his own feet when he 
demands of us that we should drop our ‘‘goals’’ 
and ‘‘causes’’ in favor of an immediate, intimate 
love and respect for life itself, for the actual 
living flesh and blood. This is most glaringly 
shown when he lumps the ‘‘defenders of Fidel 
Castro”’ together with Hitler, with Truman of 
Hiroshima and with Khrushchev of Budapest. 
The defenders of the Cuban revolution defend 
it precisely because of their respect and love for 
the living tissue and blood. The revolution has 
earned their sympathy precisely because it has 
dore so much to increase joy and diminish pain 
in Cuba. By this I not only mean the restora- 
tion of individual liberty and the freedom from 
fear that has followed the overthrow of Batista, 
but the social gains that the revolution has 
brought about. Namely, the new schools and 
hospitals that have been built, the new houses 
the government has built to enable the r to 
abandon their dirty, thatch-roofed huts, the new 
social services now available, and such things 
as the opening up of beach areas, restaurants, 
etc., that were formerly only within the reach 
of the rich. ‘oday thousands of tourists are 
seeing Cuba for the first time . .. but these 
tourists are the Cubans themselves, who for- 
merly could not afford to travel about their 
beautiful island, and had no place to go even 
if they could afford it. Nor are these gains as 
crudely economic as one might think at first— 
for upon their shoulders will arise Cuban 
Beethovens, Shakespeares and Van Goghs. 

It was the progressive side of the emergin 
capitalist system that made Beethoven an 
Shakespeare possible in the first place, and 
now that capitalism has become reactionary and 
retrogressive, the system (now still within the 
womb of capitalism) that will supersede it 
will enable even greater artists, geniuses, and 
sensitive lovers of life to flower. he goals and 
causes of those who fight for civil rights, de- 
— and world socialism are but a refiec- 
tion of the emergence of this future superior 
form of ay Y 


New York, GEORGE LARRABEE. 


AN ALMOST-VISIT 

After reading and re-reading three of your 
issues, the thought occurred: why not put all 
this non swingin’ jazz down, go down to Rich- 
mond and 4 to affiliate with this great man? 
It might be dangerous, but is it safe here? Here 
the status of vegetable looms later; sooner may 
be nucleated hamburger. 

Further thought occurred: What is the man 
going to do with a damn fool? He needs pro- 
fundity, not naivete. Besides, the man has 
plenty troubles of his own—more he doesn’t 


need. 

So ended resolutions of little pith and less 
moment. But your publication is wonderful. A 
real swinger. Teach me more. 

Alexandria, Va. ROLLIN WEBBER. 

* 


- 7” 
THE FINANCIAL SWORD OF DAMOCLES 

I was concerned upon reading your ‘‘A Candid 
Word To Our Supporters’’. It would indeed be 
a pity were such a splendid publication as THE 
MINORITY OF ONE to leave us because of lack 
of financial support. I shall be glad if the en- 
closed check will aid in keeping up your splen- 
did work, 

I am a historian, having written five books 
and over two hundred genealogies of prominent 
families in Puerto Rico. My father was mayor 
of Mayaguez and a prominent physician. He 
graduated from the University of reelona at 
the age of nineteen having been the youngest 
person ever to graduate from that university. 

I sent my copy of your publication to a friend 
of mine who is a member of the Press Club of 
Puerto Rico to which also I belong. 

Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico. 

. : MARTIN GAUDIER. 


TO TURN KNOWLEDGE INTO ACTION 

Many thoughts of how to assist your work 
have crossed my mind. One is to ask if you 
might have a plan to turn your knowledge into 
— Knowledge not used becomes worse than 
useless. 

What do ten think about forming a small 
group to exchange ideas about peaceful ways to 
solve some of the difficulties facing our nation? 
The Committee of Correspondence before the 
American Revolution was responsible for the 
posites of ideas which directly helped correct a 

d state of affairs. Our own government, a 
concrete example of John Locke’s philosophy, 
might have begun with it. Now, both of us are 
aware that the present state of affairs is far 
worse than that which confronted the original 
Thirteen Colonies, 

The magazine which you edit, Mr. Arnoni, has 
led me to see things which otherwise would 
have never been guessed. Everything good 
though can be improved. You are writing for 
the s¢holar, even though the scholar is not 
usually a man of action. Would lowering your 
sights by using the short, simple word be more 
effective? This would reach Donald and Daisy 
who, although oftentimes less thinking, hold the 


balance of power. 
" OTTO L. HEMPHILL. 


ulsa, Okla. 
FOR A NAZI’S RIGHT TO TALK 

In response to Mrs. Norma Mencher’s letter 
(August issue) I suggest she read David Mc- 
Reynolds ‘‘Kill The Bigots!”’ in a recent issue 
of THE VILLAGE VOICE (22 Greenwich St., 
New York, N. Y.)_ This is a very fine piece of 
writing defending Rockwell's right to hold pub- 
lic rallies. 

I read Mr. Liborio De Sapio’s letter in which 
he_ mentioned that he is getting his copies of 
THE MINORITY OF ONE at newsstands. He 
and others need to know how important it is 
that they subscribe rather than purchase their 
copies at newsstands. 

Please, explain in your next ‘“‘Note To Our 
Readers’’ how you support yourself if ‘‘sub- 
scription fees and contributions are used to 
cover nothing but printing expenses’’ etc. 
—- you don’t have the time for an outside 


I wish to explain that what motivated me to 
send the enclosed contribution was your true- 
to-Arnoni exposure of anti-peace Rep. Reece. If 
at all possible use this contribution to ‘‘work’’ 
on that traitor to democracy again and again 

without a shade of respect.’’ Intelligent people 
need to informed_of reactionary ostriches 
like ‘‘Representative’’ Reece. 

Rockaway Beach, N. Y. STEVE FARR. 

(EDITOR’S NOTE: For an explanation of my 
financial situation see page 15.) 


A WELCOME SECOND THOUGHT 


As you Will recall, I purchased from you, a 
few weeks ago, two copies of your back issues 
which I have since read from cover to cover. I 
also advised that my only reason for not sub- 
scribing for a full year was that I already had 
so many other periodicals coming that it would 
be impossible to find the time to read an addi- 
tional one. However, I find THE MINORITY 
so “yuan and intensely interesting that I 
feel I must have it even at the expense of burn- 
ing some more midnight oil. ence the en- 
closed check. hope THE MINORITY will be 
— to make its voice heard for many years 

Forrest Hills, L. I., N. Y. 

SIDNEY C. BROWN. 
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TO REP. REECE IN ESPERANTO... 

I am enclosing a contribution and a ‘t sub. 
scription to your publication and g wishes 
6 think the tel t to Co: 

e telegram you sent to Congressm: 
Reece (August issue) proved beyond a doubt 
that we still have men who are not afraid to 
stand up to the wolves on Capitol Hill who are 
always tearing each other to pieces and telling 
us to... pray for peace. You could tell one of 
ys where to go in Esperanto, 

When I read the July issue of your magazine 
a feeling of sadness came over me as I saw THE 
MINORITY OF ONE struggling in _ mid-ocean 
and — for breath. But when I read the 
August_issue a feeling of ~ < came over 
me as I saw it swimming briskly. It may haye 
a long way to go, but, I am sure, it will come 
to shore with colors flying. Then, in gratitude 
I will say, Meine Freude ist grenzlos. 

Chico, Calif. a MRS. ALICE STAEHLE, 


TO REALIZE MAN’S WEAKNESSES 

If only all of us could be shaken to the very 
depth of our being by the stark and frightening 
realization that we too have within us the po- 
tential for such bestialities as displayed by the 
monstrous _ S. man! (See ‘Individual Con. 
science and State Crime,’’ June issue) In many 
the veneer of civilization and brotherly love js 
so very thin it cracks and exposes the bestia] 
potential which the self-righteous are so un- 
aware of possessing! 

The tragic part is that the North Americans 
ure all too prone to trust some wily power poli- 
ticilans who are just as deceiving and misleading 
as the so-called spiritual leaders. 

Having never lost sight of the goal of a better 
world with mankind united, I too feel that I 
must justify my survival of a strong, determined 
mind by doing all I can. 

The — I received I have kept a, hop- 
ing it will elicit more eH! for you. also 
hope the publicity Lyle Stuart gave you in his 
THE INDEPENDENT will bear a beautiful 


harvest. 
Anderson, Ind. , A. L. LOSAND. 


SOMETHING FOR THE CLERGY... 

I am herewith enclosing a list of the local 
over-fed, over-paid, over-emphasized, over-adver- 
tised, over etc. etc. but in some instances under- 
knowledgeable rabbis and wish that you would 
mail to them copies of the August or Septem- 
ber issue of your publication so that they may 
be able to pick out one or another of your 
articles and speak of it, instead of those old 
worn out, oft repeated, useless diatribes they 
are constantly repeating. Go as far as check 
enclosed will carry you. It will or would do 
these rabbis good to know something of the 
realities of life as we are made to live it. The 
articles ‘“‘The Reversal To Candor’’ or ‘‘Learning 
From The Opposition’’ (August issue—if one 
could make those people read them) would 
make them sort of wake up and produce a very 
worthwhile ‘‘sermon’’ during the coming Hig 
Holy Days, 

Santa Monica, Calif. SAM'L SLOAN, Att'y. 


HATRED IS SELF-DESTRUCTIVE 


I have unexpectedly discovered the only one 
publication I can read without having the re 
volting feeling of being subjected to brainwash- 
ing and oe conditioning. In France, 
through rsonal sufferings, I did learn what 
war is. want to sincerely congratulate you 
on your bold and humanitarian yo cay mo 

Communism, Capitalism and all other Isms are 
but attempts to stupefy man. If you have reall 
decided to serve the TRUTH, you may well 
become one of the most important men of our 
century. There is only one truth that applies 
with equal consistency towards the United States 
and all other countries. All hatred is self- 
destructive. All hating civilizations eventually 
perish: take Napoleon’s French Empire, Hitler's 
Germany, Mussolini’s Italy. 

Washington, D. C. IGOR SAMSONOFF. 

. * * 
A COPY OF A LETTER FROM A FELLOW- 
EDITOR TO HIS NEWSSTAND DISTRIBUTOR 
Dear Lou: 

Once again I am askin 
time not for myself, but for a man named M. S. 
Arnoni, editor of THE MINORITY OF ONE. 
This man was in Germany during World War I. 
He was in Nazi concentration camps, where he 
watched his father, mother and sister die—along 
with thousands of others—of starvation and tor- 
ture. He explains all this on page 23 of the 
enclosed June issue. Read it well. (I have torn 
the material on the Salk vaccine out of this 
issue because I want to keep it for my own 


a favor of you—this 


les.) 

On page 15 of the enclosed September issue, 
you will find Arnoni’s lament about being un- 
able to find a distributor. So, here we go again. 
Won't you, please, take it on? Yes, yes, I know 
—you'll lose money on it, just as you are losing 
money on me. ut it’s important, very im- 
portant that you distribute this man’s magazine. 

Arnoni is a great thinker. If civilization is not 
wiped out by nuclear bombs and if his maga- 
zine is preserved for the record, future historians 
will describe him as one of the most astute 
thinkers and writers to come out of the 
century. 

Arnoni’s magazine is being quoted in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD and it is making in- 
roads everywhere. Take it on. Please. 

San Francisco, Calif. 

BURTON H, WOLFE, 
Editor & Publisher, 
THE CALIFORNIAN. 








P. O, 
Richn 


close 
Nam 
St. & 
City 








THE MINORITY OF ONE, INC. 
P. O. Box 6594 
Richmond 30, Va. 


To Meet a Challenge 


If you are, as I am, ready not only to think your 
thoughts but also to live them: if you cannot, as I 
cannot, consider yourself happy and self-fulfilled as 
long as human suffering is around you or anywhere 
in the world; if you believe, as I believe, that man 
is not free as long as any social pressure prevents 
him from entertaining and expressing any thought: 
if you are convinced, as I am convinced, that in 
our society there is a desperate need for communi- 
cation unhampered by political conformism and 
commercial expediency, then I have an important 
message for you. 


There are many ways in which this publication 
could financially ensure its continuance, but there 
is only one way this can be achieved without sacri- 
ficing its integrity. Since I would much rather see 
it perish than promote its growth by turning it into 
nothing but another business enterprise, its future 
must be put into your lap. Because you, the 
Reader, are the only person whose individual sup- 
port can achieve both: ensure THE MINORITY’S 
future and preserve its integrity. 


To do this a sacrifice is demanded of you. I would 
not dare demand sacrifices of others before making 
them myself. THE MINORITY OF ONE has ab- 
sorbed many thousands of dollars of my personal 
capital. In addition to exhausting all my personal 
savings, my family has had to learn to deprive 
themselves of many sheer necessities so that most 
of my meager income from outside employment can 
cover the publication’s deficit. I have been forced 
to assume heavy personal debts. Between attend- 


FOR 


SUBSCRIPTION FORM 
PLEASE, ENTER MY SUBSCRIPTION 


ing to THE MINORITY and struggling to support my 
family through other endeavors I have been work- 
ing an average of twenty hours a day, seven days 
a week. 


Now, I can no longer continue publication single- 
handedly. You must help me in this mission, if 
you believe it important. I am asking for much: 
I am calling on you to become a sponsor of THE 
MINORITY OF ONE by making a pledge of monthiy 
donations to its publication fund. The growing en- 
thusiastic response to and support of THE MINOR- 
ITY encourages me to believe that, if it only can 
continue, it will achieve solvency before long. 
Until then, and only until then, about $1,000 are 
needed monthly to ensure continuance and to pay 
off some of the publication’s debts. Every sponsor 
will receive monthly financial accounts. 


Whether your pledge be $100 or $5 a month, the 
future of THE MINORITY OF ONE will not be se- 
cured unless you are willing not only to buy your 
copies but also to underwrite the venture. The 
sincerity of your thoughts and avowals is put to a 
test of deeds; what is the value of words unless we 
are willing to pay a price for them?! What is the 
value of your support for the tenets of this publica- 
tion unless you are ready to sacrifice for those 
tenets?! 


I know the demand is an imposing one, but with- 
out its fulfilment THE MINORITY OF ONE will not 
continue. If you wish to prevent this from happen- 
ing, so close to the publication's first birthday, fill 
in the form below and mail it TODAY. 


0 1 year—$5.00 (In Canada $5.25) 
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ALSO ENTER GIFT SUBSCRIPTIONS 
AT THE RATE OF $4.00 PER YEAR FOR: 
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(Zone) (State) 


| Back issues available at 50¢ per copy. 





p53) |_| gee Rea I TR Mc tTTRY PMS ees ue 
I wish to become a sponsor of THE © 2 eae eee 
MINORITY OF ONE and will contribute C) Enclosed is my contribution of aaiiinaatiaiies 
to its publication fund ; " 
Di miner to your publication fund. City ............. 
imihan monthly. on 
NAME ...... 
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Ezra Pound... 
(Continued from Page 7) 
3. “Ysolt, Ydone, 
have compassion, 
Picarda, 
compassion 
By the wing’d head, 
by the caduceus, 
compassion; 

By the horns of Isis-Luna, 

compassion.” 

(Section: Rock Drill, page 88) 

Some simple-minded fools will convince 
themselves that the love expressed so 
nobly in Pound’s poetry is hypocritical, 
and will ignore his 40-year crusade for 
economic justice, and his myriad charities 
recorded by Louis Zukofsky, Ernest Hem- 
ingway, William Carlos Williams and 


other anti-fascists. Another group of 
simple-minded fools will see Pound’s pos- 
itive side then blind themselves to his re- 
peated anti-semitic ranting, his continued 
pro-fascism, his obvious paranoia and his 
fantastic ability to lie to himself about 
the murder of six million people. 

The simple fact is that most of us dare 
not look at the paradox of Ezra Pound 
too closely, because it is the paradox of 
human nature—our own nature. To see 
Pound as he is—a man of genius and good- 
will, of folly and rage, of love and integrity 
and hatred and dishonesty—is to admit 
that such contradictions can exist in the 
human personality. That is not a com- 
fortable thought—it is especially uncom- 
fortable to those of us who are, like 
Pound, idealists intent on changing the 
world—so we prefer to brush it aside and 
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go on playing our life-myth that the uni. 
verse is one big Western Movie where the 
“good guys” (us) are fighting the “bad 
guys” (our enemies.) 

I am not saying that you will find 
Pound’s real goodness in every fascist 
somewhere and Pound’s real hatefulness 
in every Humanitarian Reformer some. 
where, but just that the two do overlap 
more often than we care to admit. The 
senior LaFollette, for instance, was as hon. 
orable and sincere a reformer as America 
has ever produced—but he did indulge in 
anti-semitism in a few of his writings. 
Colonel House, the liberal friend and ad- 
viser of both Woodrow Wilson and Frank. 
lin Roosevelt, once shared Pound’s admira- 
tion for Mussolini’s “ruthless efficiency.” 
The number of sincere Liberals who closed 
their eyes to the horrors of Stalin’s Russia 
runs into the hundreds of thousands, un- 
doubtedly. 

The simple—dreadfully simple—fact is 
that the urge to reform is always at least 
partly personal, in the narrow sense. The 
average man never lifts himself out of his 
rut of doing what he is expected to do 
and thinking what he is expected to think. 
Creative thought begins from frustration, 
always: we see that something is wrong 
somewhere and we wonder what. From 
this point onward we can take off in any 
direction, depending upon the complexity 
of our personal suffering under the thing 
that is wrong, our degree of awareness of 
logical alternatives and our learned abil- 
ity to avoid jumping to conclusions. Im- 
patience is always the great enemy: it 
is easy to pick some Villain and to con- 
vince ourselves that everything would be 
all right again if He were eliminated. 

Even Jefferson showed a tendency to- 
ward the fanatic personality, whenever he 
started raving about “nourishing the tree 
of Liberty with blood.”’ You don’t nourish 
any tree with blood, except the tree of 
Death. 

I am not trying to “explain” or “justify” 
Ezra Pound; I am trying to indicate the 
way in which his particular tragic schizo- 
phrenia must be taken into account as a 
warning by every man who dares at all 
to think for himself. George Washington 
and Lenin both had beloved older brothers 
killed by the systems they later rebelled 
against (as Pound points out). The roots of 
our own motivations are never completely 
open to us, and even Hitler—somewhere 
in his twisted childhood—began as an in- 
stinctively correct rebel against an un- 
just social system. 

Poor Ezra—at an advanced age and in 
delicate health—endured fifteen years in 
an insane asylum. Anybody who knows 
anything at all about such institutions 
must, if he be human, feel a stab of sym- 
pathy for a great poet brought to such a 
pass at the end of his life. I am not say- 
ing that Pound suffered enough to expunge 
his crime; I do not understand people who 
think that suffering expunges anything. 
I am merely saying that Pound has suf- 
fered. He has learned nothing from it— 
his first gesture on returning to Italy was 
to give the fascist salute—but if we learn 
nothing from it, we are fools indeed. 
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